Introduction
It is with mixed feelings that I speak at this conference today. The MA in Folk Life Studies which I took here at the University of Leeds in 1982-83 introduced me to an academic discipline which I have pursued vigorously and remained fascinated by ever since. In the past few years, I have myself taught MA students in folklore studies and I am always reminded of the inspiration that I found in the MA courses which I took. The teaching I received, as is the case with much folklore teaching internationally, was intimately linked to the existence of an active archive of folkloristic and linguistic materials. It is an honour to be present at this conference which marks the last stages of a project to promote professional standards of arrangement and description in what is now known as the Leeds Archive of Vernacular Culture, and to make it more accessible via an online catalogue in Encoded Archival Description, selective digitisation of materials and their online presentation. I am also proud to be married to Robin Wiltshire, one of the members of the team who has carried out this work which so crucially supports the empirical side of folklore and dialect study.
I also, however, feel regret knowing that the archive has remained dormant for almost twenty years, from exactly the same time as I finished my MA degree, because the Institute of Dialect and Folk Life Studies was closed down in 1983.
Whilst celebrating the re-emergence and renewed visibility of the archive, I cannot help but reflect on the absence of that inspirational teaching and research programme, at least in folklore studies, to which such an archive should be integral.
Despite his association with Kittredge and, later, Frank C. Brown at Durham, North Carolina, Carpenter never managed to establish himself as an academic folklorist and, despite various phases of transcription and editing, the collection was never published. It was eventually purchased by the Library of Congress in 1972 where it remained, like the archive here at the University of Leeds, dormant for some twenty years. Most of the papers were microfilmed in the 1970s and disc recordings copied but, despite the work of pioneering scholars such as Paul Smith, Mike Preston and Christopher Cawte in drawing attention to the importance of the Carpenter Collection, it remained neglected due to the lack of arrangement and detailed cataloguing, and the fact that the materials were held in the United States. 
Towards a Critical Edition of the Collection
My colleagues and I are now engaged, with funding from the National Endowment for the Humanities under the auspices of the American Folklore Society, and from the British Academy, in producing a critical edition of the Carpenter Collection. Part of the rationale for this work will, I hope, become evident through the following discussion 1. Rough copy (Fig. 1, below) . This was taken down at the singer's dictation by Carpenter who typed it directly onto a portable typewriter. Some of the emendations appear to have been introduced in the act of editing the song for Carpenter's project publication, but others could have been made on a subsequent visit to the singer or from another rendition on the same occasion. The text appears to be 'complete'. 2. Fair copy (Fig. 2, below) . This was probably typed up by a secretarial assistant rather than Carpenter himself. It is clearly based on the rough copy, reproducing the bulk of it and with decisions taken from the alternatives presented by the emendations. Sometimes, the fair copy contains changes not noted at all in the rough copy. 3. Sound recording. This was recorded on a Dictaphone cylinder machine, by
Carpenter, and subsequently copied by him onto 12-inch disc. This is typical of Carpenter's recordings in that it contains a partial rendition, that is, it is incomplete in comparison with the dictated text (in this case only stanzas 1, 2, 3, and 6 of the text 
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An I will make you my bride.
An' I will make you my bride.
9.1 grouped/grawped/growped --These appear to be Carpenter's attempts to represent a regional pronunciation of the word 'groped'.
9.2 Antil --This could be another attempt to represent pronunciation, or perhaps a typographical error (although A and U are nowhere near each other on the keyboard).
Another detail that is consistent between the rough and the fair copy is also relevant:
9.3 hoult -This appears to be Carpenter's attempt to represent the pronunciation of the word 'hold'. Failures in Phonology', by Dennis R. Preston (Preston 1982) .
Trying to Write Folklore Down Right
Preston's article criticises folklorists for too readily respelling words to convey Preston also points out that much respelling reflects running speech rather than, say, regional varieties, but such differences tend to be noted more often when we are dealing with the speech of 'others', especially certain groups. At the end of the day, Preston's claim is that respelling is only a token means of adding 'flavour' to a text. It gives the semblance of accuracy when no rigorous phonetic work has been done at all. Fine 1983) . Perhaps her most compelling arguments are that casual speech can be 'an important contextual indicator of the psychological scene and interpersonal relationships of the participants in a performance. Whether or not casual speech usages indicate a regional dialect, they indicate the conscious or unconscious choices of a performer, which can convey important information about folklore and its social use' (Fine 1983: 327) .
She also argues that those interested in verbal art as performance will be impeded by the lack of detail concerning phonetic realization (327). Another of her doubts with relevance to us as editors of the Carpenter Collection is that if folklorists follow Preston's rules 'then the readers of our texts would need expert knowledge of phonological rules in order to "hear" the pronunciation that we did not record through respelling' (328 
Scots
A great deal of the material in the Carpenter Collection is in Scots, raising the question of how Preston's rules apply to these items. This depends on whether Scots is regarded as a dialect of English or a language in its own right. As Chambers and
Trudgill emphasise, languages are often distinguished from dialects on the basis of political, cultural and geographical criteria, not necessarily purely linguistic ones (Chambers and Trudgill 1980: 5 (Aitken 1996: xii) .
Although acknowledging similarities with Northern England, he continues:
What most distinguishes Scots is its literature. Nowhere in the English-speaking world is there a dialect literature which remotely compares with Scottish literature for antiquity, for extent and variety, and for distinction (Aitken 1996: xiii) .
He concludes:
The unique characteristics of Scots […] -its linguistic distinctiveness, its occupation of its own 'dialect-island' bounded by the Border, its individual history, its own dialect variation, its varied use in a remarkable literature, the ancient loyalty of the Scottish people to the notion of the Scots language, as well as the fact that since the sixteenth century Scots has adopted the nation's name -all of these are attributes of a language rather than a dialect. Manifestly Scots is to be seen as much more than simply another dialect of English (Aitken 1996: xiii) .
There is no doubt in our minds that the critical edition of the Carpenter For ti harl at my heel Some of the editorial dilemmas in these texts arise from the lack of a standardised written form for the Scots language, such as the following:
1.1 gane is the past participle of gae (go), but how should this be spelt?
1.2 Is airlie, also spelt airly by Carpenter, a representation of Scots pronunciation of standard English early or is it a Scots word in its own right? If it is the latter, which spelling should take priority?
2.3 and 2.4 show evidence of Carpenter making changes which go beyond pronunciation. It seems clear from a comparison of the rough and fair copies that he was trying to regularise the spelling of tae, rendering it as part of the infinitive by the form ti, and as a preposition by the form tee.
3.3 indicates that Carpenter changed the spelling from ewe to yowe. This could indicate that he made a mistake whilst taking down the text from dictation, substituting the word that was familiar to him, and that he later corrected this, perhaps on the basis of memory. On the other hand, it could indicate that he was in some way consciously trying to make his texts more Scots.
We have been drawing on the Concise Scots Dictionary and the Dictionary of the Scots Language to help us adjudicate in terms of lexical items versus pronunciations and preferred spellings. In addition, consultation with a number of experts on Scots has alerted us to the fact that there will be further guidance available online soon with a new Scots headword list. Here will be an authority (based on statistical usage and a number of other preferences) on choices between tae/ti/tee, An and And, and airlie/airly.
To edit the Carpenter Collection will involve a myriad of decisions along these lines, and requires consistency and transparency in the decision-making process.
We are currently trying to decide whether Preston's advice is relevant here and, if so, how to implement it in relation to Carpenter's texts. Clearly we do not want to demote The example in Fig. 4 (below) is the mummers play from Lower Heyford, Oxfordshire, which Carpenter collected from Chas Brock. Unusually for the mummers plays, we not only have Carpenter's transcription but also the cylinder recording from which it came. 
Conclusion
We have not reached a final decision on a number of these issues and we welcome feedback from scholars in a range of disciplines and a spectrum of potential users of the Collection in order to help guide our thinking.
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In conclusion, it is pertinent to mention the work of Tony Green, one of the lecturers at the Institute of Dialect and Folk Life Studies here at Leeds. He made the point over thirty years ago that it is surprising how little folksong has been subjected to linguistic analysis (Green 1972: 21) . Our 'gropings' regarding the presentation of the texts of the Carpenter Collection underscore the same point, in relation to folksong and the mummers play. Once again we have proof, if such were needed, of the integral relationship between the study of folklore and language, and the key role of archival repositories in supporting such work. Institutes of dialect and folk life studies are ideally placed to undertake such research. One wonders why that at Leeds was ever closed down.
10 There was much helpful discussion of the issues raised in the paper when it was presented at the Dialect and Folk Life Studies in Britain conference (University of Leeds, 19 March 2005) .
